Global law can be understood as the systematization of anarchy, as the management of a loosely intertwined universe of autonomous governance frameworks operating dynamically across borders and grounded in functional differentiation among governance communities. More conventionally, global law can be defined as the law of non-state governance systems. Global law posits a stable universe of objects of regulation around which governance systems multiply, the inverse of the traditional approach to law grounded on the presumption of a dynamic population bound to static and stable systems. The essay considers the structure of global law in this context, understood as an amalgamation of four fundamental characteristics that together define a new order in form that is, in some respects, the antithesis of the orderliness and unity of the law-state system it will displace (though not erase). These four fundamental characteristics-fracture, fluidity, permeability, and polycentricity-comprise the fundamental structure of global law. These also serve as the structural foundations of its constitutional element, its substantive element, and its process element. The essay considers each in turn in the construction of global law.
Global law is coming.1 In some respects it has already made an appearance in efforts to govern the behavior of states.2 But it steals into the global village in darkness,3 a village once populated by a relatively homogenous collection of states gathered together behind thick walls of protective ideology.4 Its form and purpose are shrouded,5 and the hands that wield it are only partly visible.6 Global law, to the extent it is not the law of states, is threatening to the political order that reached its high point in the second half of the 20th century.7 For traditionalists, the question of its form revolves around the parameters of a dominant ideology that posits primacy of place to the state,8 to law,9 and to order.10 For others, global law can be seen in the shadow of the law11 and the state12-in social norms, for example.13 It is left to those with a taste for such things to begin to suggest both its form and its structure as a singular construct producing a unified world order,14 or as something else, as something plural but still law, still strongly attached to the state and the ordering structures it represents.15 But the examination of global law in its own right tends to be occluded by the ideology of the state system that itself has contributed to the difficulty of engaging in these changes that effectively threaten the fundamental ordering presumptions inherent in the law-state ideological framework. 16 I have been asked to explore the concept of 'global law' , to provide insights into what global law means to me, and in so doing, to help the reader see global law through my eyes. I start with the Mexican poet, Octavio Paz's insight from an engagement with the socio-cultural and political upheavals of the 1960s.
[M]odern time-linear time, the homologue of the ideas of progress and history, ever propelled into the future, the time of the sign non-body, of the fierce will to dominate nature and tame instincts, the time of sublimation, aggression and self-mutilation-is coming to an end. I believe that we are entering another time, a time that has not yet revealed its form and about which we can say nothing except that it will be neither linear time nor cyclical time. Neither history nor myth. The time that is coming, if we really are living a change at times, a general revolt and not a linear revolution, will be neither a future nor a past, but a present.17
Octavio Paz could have been speaking to the emergence of global law. Global law does not represent an extension of past patterns of governance, nor can it be understood as a barnyard full of tame animals with utility to the state and deployed for the consumption of the state system.18 Nor can it be understood as the project of lawyers in the construction of juridicobureaucratic enterprises that provide a rule of law based systematization of institutionalized politics.19 Global law does not exist per se; the focus is on action-formalism is alien to the foundation of global law (though central to the ideology of the law-state). Regulatory power is not inherent in the law construct or the entities from which it emanates, but is instead something like the offal of governance activity-one grasps global law when it speaks through its actions, objects and constituent parts.
Global law, then, can be better understood, to the extent it is capable at this early stage of being understood, as the systematization of anarchy.20 I speak here not of chaos21 but of the converse of archê,22 and away from notions of command grounded in the central reality of the state as the primary authoritative and legitimate expression of order.23
Global law is a way of pointing to an emerging universe of systems that share characteristics and whose interactions lend them to organization. Globalization, as such, embodies the inverse of archê, in its sense as sovereignty, domination and first causes, that structure the hierarchically and self-contained system of states and their international organizations, the ends of which, its telos, is the structure and maintenance of the lawstate system itself.24 Global law posits a system uncomfortable with first causes and without singular objective, a system grounded in an-archê and dispersion of purpose; "Nothing has any meaning",25 the essence of the market.26
More conventionally, global law can be defined as the law of non-state governance systems. The definition suggests both commonalities and differences between "global law" as a distinct legal field and conventional legal fields derived from the legal orders of nation-states. Unlike domestic legal orders, global law covers a wide number of distinct governance communities existing simultaneously and organized beyond the rule imposing power of states. Moreover, these governance communities are not necessarily organized in the same way as states-with a population and a defined geographic territory and an institutional framework exercising plenary authority. Rather, global law communities may be understood as functionally differentiated societies organized for mutual benefit for specific objectives. They can include groups, institutions, and networks.
The structure of global law can be understood as an amalgamation of four fundamental characteristics that together define a new order in form that is, in some respects, the antithesis of the orderliness and unity of the law-state system it will displace (though not erase). These four fundamental characteristics-fracture,27 fluidity,28 permeability,29 and polycentricity30-reveal both the end time of the modernity at the heart of the law-state system and posit a new form of governance organization that is neither a unified history nor myth (determinism or instrumentalism) but a collective present. These characteristics speak to a dynamic system in which order is dependent on the ability of actors to form and deploy a large number of governance structures simultaneously, where the state continues to assert a substantial power, but in which it can no longer claim pride of place.
To find global law, one must look outside the state. To understand its character one must focus on commodification within markets for governance. To frame global law, one must abandon the study of a system for the study of governance systematization, of the process and substantive boundaries of markets for governance, something with a legal, political, economic, social and cultural dimension. To apply global law one must learn the language of governance beyond territory,31 and beyond the state.
Fracture
Global law is fundamentally the law of fracture, of self-constitution,32 of a leveling of governance power hierarchies among states, non-state actors, religion, and other collectives33 that come together for the purpose of organizing a group whose functions and structures are a reflection of the group's will.34 The essence of global law follows from the reality of deterritorialization of governance power that is at the foundation of globalization.35 30 Günther Teubner, 'The King's Many Bodies: The Self-Deconstruction of Law's Hierarchy, ' (1997) With it, the emergence of governance spaces beyond the reach of the statewhich until recently could with substantial confidence assert itself as the holder (and collectively as members of the community of states) of a (at least theoretical) monopoly of governance effectuated through the institution of government as the embodiment of the highest form of political, social and economic authority operated through law.
Global law posits the de-centralization of non-governmental organizations from states.36 No longer are they mere secondary derivative collectives that owe their existence solely to the states that recognize them, these entities now acquire a self-constituting autonomy, and the governance power that flows therefrom. These entities can mimic the state in organization form; principal among them is the emerging class of selfgoverning multinational corporations that in many ways has begun to exercise governance authority within its own supply or value chains37 that resemble the legislative authority of states.38 But they can also assume other forms-they can manifest themselves as product or process certification organizations,39 as standard setting organs, as assessment entities, or as a volk-like group evolving customs and shared practices (e.g. cyber-communities).40
Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers 8; Scholte (n 31) 89-109. Deterritorialization is used here broadly, to refer both to the diminishing of the power of political borders to enclose, that is a weakening of ties between political organization and place, as well as its re-territorialization within other or different spaces. Fracture is not the end of order but merely its re-ordering. Where once only the state could claim a definitive role in the development of webs of rules and commands for the management of behavior, now other entities, social entities, have claimed that power to constitute themselves as well.41 Global law also posits the emergence of private governance from out of the shadow of the state, and of law. 'This suggests a fundamental reorientation of governance, a movement away from the law-state binary to one grounded in the law-norm binary (within which the state is not necessarily present).'42 Law, no longer a monopoly of the state,43 becomes a relational concept; what falls beyond the jurisdiction or structural norms of a governance collective may fall within another, and both may understand what falls outside the norms and structures of their respective legal orders differently.44 This applies not just between states (and their domestic legal orders) but between states and other governance collectives.
Law fractures its form; it gives way to the disciplinary technologies of an administrative bureaucracy available to governance organs of all kinds,45 but to contract as well, which is transformed from bilateral arrangements between parties for a specific objective to an instrument of managing behavior.46 The focus is on function rather than form, on norms.47 What serves to compel behavior serves as law; the rest is mere field boundary 41 protection by those seeking to retain the privilege of peculiar forms of behavior management. To the extent that these arguments rest on the classic distinction between the legitimating power of democratically enacted commands and the democratic deficit of other forms of rule making, the essence of the old Rechtsstaat ideal suffused with the normative power of Post-War Sozialstaat notions, is undercut by the move toward disciplinary techniques in the operations of nation-states. 48 Fracture also re-orders the mechanics of societal cohesion and legitimacy. Just as fractures in territorial integrity that flows from the logic of globalization created spaces for non-state governance organizations to emerge, so the fractures in democratic accountability created spaces within which alternative methods of accountability could arise and be legitimated. Global law in this sense is about the law of system legitimacy in a heterodox world of governance organizations.49 It posits consent, not as a historical fact from which successors may not withdraw and which is managed through the formal mechanics of voting, to a more dynamic and functional action-consent,50 in which the mechanics of and linkages between democracy, legitimacy and law/governance will have to be re-thought within contextually distinct governance spaces.51
States understand fracture in a very distinct way. As between public organs, the notion of fracture is understood as a species of federation, or of extraterritoriality.52 The principle object is the routinization of channels for the division of authority, hierarchically arranged among a number of public bodies organized as government,53 either as a form of devolution of state power or as a means of managing power through privatization.54 Devolution posits the possibility of non-state governance only when it is borrowed, but also suggests an essential role for the state in the organization and enforcement of non-state governance systems.55 Management fracture takes this notion one step further, positing the state at the center of a system in which sets the rules and objectives that it has privatized but still controls.56 The object was to transform government from an entity that performed tasks to one that managed others in the performance of tasks-leveraged governance. 57 The state has been overtaken by global law in the sense of a set of presumptions that exist beyond the state but that posit that the state is one but not the only organ for the institutionalization of power within a global system in which territory is no longer demarked by physical borders alone, but in which territory has become a three dimensional construct. Groups can come together to constitute themselves along functionally differentiated lines which are demarcated by function rather than by physicality. The scope of the authority of such groups may be small indeed, but to the extent that they proceed from the group autonomously, they suggest a space for governance separate from that of other groups, including the state.
Governance, then, is dependent not on meeting the requirements for legitimacy as a state under international law,58 but rather of a selfconstituting character marked by boundaries functionally differentiated from those of other groups.59 Beyond a defined 'territory' , the selfconstituted group must manifest itself through government-an institutionalization of its cohesion with the power to manifest the normative objectives of the group. The government of governance groups can be as democratic as the Internet or as hierarchical as the multi-national corporation. That government must be able to manifest the group will, to make rules derived from and subject to the foundational rules (the constitution) of the group. The group must be able to discipline its members, enforce it rules and determine membership. The foundational premise rests on acceptance of the existence -independent of the control or authority of any one state or of the community of states -of a system of non-national, supranational or multi-national principles and rules applicable, in accordance with its own terms and logic, to public and private actors, natural and juridical persons.
Global law then can be understood as those norms that structure and organize fracture in a world order populated by an aggregate of a large variety of governance organs with territorial boundaries that vary with the variation in the character of the governance organization. Its constitution is 'form-recognizing'-the elements of this form-recognition include selfconstitution, institutional autonomy, regulatory authority, and dispute resolution mechanisms. Its normative element is grounded in the customary expectations of the members of the organization:60 citizens and residents in states; investors and customers in corporations; party members in stateparty systems; believers in good standing in religious organization and so on.
These norms are all around us-from those derived from the grundnorms of religions and ideological systems, to the jus cogens notions of international law.61 But fracture suggests that while there are many places from which to draw these process, structural and substantive norms, there is no system for arranging them in any definitive hierarchy other than those that follow the logic of the customs of the organizers of groups. Global law, then, posits not just fracture, but struggle among and within governance organs with respect to the arrangement and content of grundnorms.62
Fluidity
The great object of the state system was the preservation of states. The United Nations system was meant to serve as a culmination of this drive to preserve the state, its territorial integrity and the primacy of the state (and law) as the paramount systems for asserting governance power in a context in which there were no governance gaps between states. 63 The system was meant to produce stability and equilibrium, where, freed of substantial worry about their preservation, states could turn their attention to the management of their populations within a global governance framework that would be self binding on each state as a reflection of consensus of the community of nations memorialized through international conventional and customary law. 64 The great object of global law is to permit fluidity -it is based on the assumption that governance organizations are impermanent and that there is no need to organize a meta-system around the premise that once established, self-constituted organizations ought to be preserved. It provides structure within which dynamic governance interaction is possible -as well as a space beyond the organization of governance -within which multiple governance units operate.65 Global law, then, speaks to temporality of border, objectives, organization, and structure as an organizational principle, and to uncertainty. A self-constituted organization exists as long as its members wish it or can preserve it within the context of its ability to satisfy the needs of its constituent bodies and its outside stakeholders. 'Consumer choice, civic activism and public engagement are also indicative of this altering environment, albeit in a manner that may well lack cohesion due to both the differing behaviour of new governance processes and the resistance fostered by traditional ones.'66 Here, the principles of the market but not the law of the jungle are applicable;67 not chaos, but anarchy in the sense of a willingness to allow self-constitution to come and go.
Global law provides structure to the fluidity of a governance order made up of a large variety of actors who have little but the basic structures of their organization and operation in common. Global law can be understood as the set of customary (generally accepted) rules within which organizations may come and go, grow and shrink, project power and defend territory (understood in its three dimensional functional differentiating sense). Anarchy, the possibility of emergence and disappearance, is thus systematized through a focus on constituting elements and away from the intrinsic permanence of the institutions themselves. The logic of mass movements (sometimes as mass democracy)68 on which politics is now founded, and from which law proceeds, thus comes to its limiting principle. Law proceeds from the masses, but the masses are not constrained by the institutions they may create from time to time (states, corporations, religions, and the like). Global law turns its gaze to the masses; it serves as the fundamental charter of mass action and societal constitutionalism in which the masses remain constant and its institutional manifestations become fluid.
Yet fluidity also can be understood in another sense, one that is also central to the idea of global law as a distinct field of study: global law is the aggregate of a set of self-reflexive and closed rules that structures and contains movements of people, goods, information, services and capital, as a space of.69 But this 'space of' is dynamic -as John Urry suggests, it is fluid, capturing trends toward heterogeneity in governance.70 Fluidity suggests that self-constituting organizations -states, international public and private organizations, corporations, and religious communities -are moving targets. What is fluid in global law can 'represent the de-territorialized movement of people, information, objects, money, images, and risks across regions in undirected and non-linear fashion and at variable speeds' .71 This touches also on the idea of permeability, discussed below, but here focuses on its consequence: the constitutional character of organizational borders (space) within which it flows (the substantive character of movements) develop in accordance with their own logic.
Fluidity, then, suggests the dynamic nature of communities constituting substructures, which when aggregated, provide a glimpse of the normative framework of global law. 'Indeed, from this perspective it is the legal system itself, and not external political, administrative, or corporate economic actors, that determines what the law is.'72 Institutions are not tombs within which the customs and practices of a governance community are mummified, buried and worshipped from afar. Fluidity also suggests the customary nature of global law, in the sense that the patterns of flows tend to produce habit and expectation that in turn is understood and utilized as norms; instrumentalism is here more difficult.73 The logic of globalization suggests that customs and practices have emerged from their tomb, whether that tomb is understood as the conventional static oriented state or a similar governance organ (in religion, economics or otherwise), and now embrace and are embraced by the flows of people, goods, capital, services, and information to form and reform a community. Resistance challenges the relevance of the community and ultimately may doom it. Communities group and regroup within and between old communities and create their own.74 Even states now disappear when suffocated by the contradictions of their inertia; corporations disappear with greater facility, religions with less grace. Global law can be understood as a legitimation of these movements and a presumption that the loss of a governance actor does not doom the aggregate system of governance-from the old something else will spring and over again.
Permeability
This world of heterogeneous systems of limited jurisdictions that exist without expectation of permanence and in accordance with the desires of their constituents and that can simultaneously affect actors that cross into their jurisdiction cannot exist in isolation. These systems communicate with each other -across and within borders to adjust internal structures in response to other systems' operations; discursive space permits the coupling of these systems as they learn to live among each other.75 But structural coupling is not necessarily bounded by borders, and system closure does not suggest impermeability except, like Japan during the Shogunate, through designated trade portals. These systems also project themselves into and through each other. Global law can also then be understood as a set of rules of permeability,76 one that posits the operational closure of systems,77 but also the porous nature of boundaries that distinguish between system and non-system space but that do not impede the flows into and out of systems. Global law posits the permeability of all governance systems, though, of course to varying degrees.
Permeability does not suggest mere passive penetration, but instead suggests communication and reaction grounded in the fracture and fluidity of governance units operating, as will be discussed in the next section, within 76 Louis Henkin, International Law: Politics and Values (Martinus Nijhoff 1995) ('while impermeability is still a general characteristic of statehood, it is no longer absolute. That ceased to be wholly true half a century ago and is increasingly less true').
77 Niklas Luhmann, 'Operational Closure and Structural Coupling: The Differentiation of the Legal System' (1992) 13 Cardozo Law Review 1419. a polycentric construct that makes communication, and intervention, a natural part of governance unit operation.78 Permeability follows from the porosity of governance systems that overlap in a global order the territories of which are not measured simply by physical geography. Governance porosity follows the permeability of physical borders that have made it difficult for a single actor, traditionally a state, to exercise control of flows of ideas, capital, goods, culture, information, and people. Actions by any one actor has significant effect on other actors connected with the flows affected by governance actions (e.g., corporate policy over wages in their supply chain can affect the labor policy and law enforcement of host states, and both can be affected by investor tastes).79 Systems that can simultaneously affect an actor tend also to speak to each other; their actions tend to affect the manner and extent to which other simultaneously applicable systems can manifest themselves. This structural (and structuring) communication produces a symbiosis of systems that sometimes manifests itself as a new form of private international law;80 governance not only serves as a signifier of a space that exists outside of the state-government master construct, but also in intimate connection with it. 81 Gunther Teubner speaks of systemic irritants, both internal and external to a societally constituted organization,82 'to indicate that legal transfers do not automatically displace pre-existing legal meanings and practices, but instead trigger a new set of unpredictable choices and outcomes. '83 The implications extend well beyond the internal operations of national law.84 Dan Wielsch speaks to permeability in the governance of knowledge sharing.85 Just as territory has become porous, the integrity of governance systems is no longer measured by their imperviousness to influence by or projections from other systems. A corporation with worldwide operations will likely harmonize practices across national borders in ways that may affect local legal cultures that may affect legal interpretation of indigenous law; 'convergence of form suggests a functional convergence of governance -the private corporation with public obligations, and the regulatory state that participates in markets. Public and private corporate bodies, once divided by an insurmountable conceptual barrier, now become mirrors of one another.'86 But these are mirrors grounded in double reflexivity.87 Porousness is also inherent in the three dimensional nature of borders. Multiple governance regimes may apply simultaneously on a single actor -that will likely have a penetrative effect on that actor, and by that actor's actions affect, in turn the governance systems simultaneously internalized. The logic of global law facilitates the constant interplay -the constant irritation -of systems operating simultaneously on a common set of actors. Global law can be understood both as the normative framework that legitimates permeability as well as the condition of permeability itself.
Polycentricity
If law is no longer the only authentic and legitimate means of effectuating governance systems, and if states are no longer necessarily the principal and superior organization for the management of behavior, it may also follow that governance can exist in multiple locations simultaneously. In a world in which states govern through law and administrative apparatus, using law, regulation and non-state groups govern through contract, standards and internally generated rules, and both invoke disciplinary techniques, it is possible to posit the autonomy of these systems and their existence simultaneously in the same governance space.88 Governance systems, no longer arranged in vertically ordered power stacks, now collide with increasing frequency and with greater consequence.89
People, organizations, and states are now simultaneously governed by multiple systems of rules, rule systems that are produced by states and organizations and that may not be consistent, deriving their authority and character from autonomous sources. Polycentricity is the foundation of global law. 90 States are subject to the logic of their constitutions, but are simultaneously bounded by the rule systems imposed by the community of nations. States that reject the move from state centered to transnational constitutionalism91 act at their peril -lessons learned recently from the constitutional crisis in Honduras,92 and the discrediting of the long standing governments in Syria and Libya. 93 Non-state actors provide a better view of the polycentric character of global law.94 Corporations may be subject to the laws of the states in which they operate and are chartered, they may be subject to the laws of the states in which their subsidiaries are chartered and operate, they may be subject to international law in conflict zones, and to international soft law standards administered through states,95 the U.N. system,96 and private entities,97 to the rules of listing entities,98 and to its own internal governance systems.99 The systems to which the entity may owe an obligation may not be compatible and they may not form parts of the same system, (emphasizing the fracture aspect in global law), but they may have an effect on the operations of the entity nonetheless, even if one system does not recognize the legitimacy of the rules of the others.
Polycentricity in its emerging form was at the center of recent efforts to develop an international framework for the management of businesses and human rights. These efforts focus on the simultaneous obligations of states and corporations, separate, simultaneous and separately founded.100 It is well evidenced in the operations of the system of soft law regulation administered through the Organization for Economic A joint venture co-owned by a subsidiary of Vedanta was challenged in its efforts to develop aluminum mining on indigenous land in the Orissa Province in India. The Indian Supreme Court determined that the joint venture had complied with all national law. A non-governmental organization unrelated to any of the parties in India brought a complaint in the U.K. alleging violation of the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises on the part of the parent corporation. Vedanta challenged the standing of Survival International to bring the complaint and the compatibility of the proceedings in light of the actions of the Indian Supreme Court approving the project. The U.K. National Contact point determined that the law of standing applicable in the U.K. was not applicable in the U.K. by an instrumentality of the government of the U.K. when acting under the governance system of the Guidelines.103 The U.K. National Contact Point then determined that the action by the Supreme Court of India was irrelevant to the obligations of the parent corporation under international law and the Guidelines themselves.104 Though the complaints under the OECD Guidelines were dismissed as 'soft law' and unenforceable as 'law' in the U.K. or India, the action eventually produced an Indian Parliamentary Commission investigation and further action on the claims of the indigenous people.
The polycentricity at the heart of global law reframes the traditional approach to law that posits a dynamic population and a static and stable system into its inverse. The 'psychology of the masses'105 has been recast -where once law was understood as an instrument for their management, now it has assumed more the character of a commodity that must sell itself for mass consumption; and the masses are free to buy several products at once. The state has been decentered, but the masses are now even more central -and less passive in the sense of an empowerment to choose among distinct governance frameworks.106 It is in this sense of global law's fracture, fluidity, permeability and polycentricity, and of the choices made possible, that one can understand both the dynamics of the Iranian constitutional crisis of 2010 and the contests between soft law and legal frameworks for consumer and investor loyalty.
Conclusion
I have sought to offer something of a counter-vision to more conventional ideas of the structure and character of global law. Global law is best understood as the management of anarchy, of the systematization of a loosely intertwined universe of autonomous governance frameworks operating dynamically across borders grounded in functional differentiation among governance communities. Global law can be understood as focused on the study of the system of principles and rules applied in lieu of or in addition to the domestically germane law of a state, or of the community of states, to the relationships among persons and institutions-public and private, natural and legal, grounded in fundamental principles of fracture, fluidity, permeability and polycentricity.
Fracture, fluidity, permeability and polycentricity are the basic characteristics of global law, the systematization of which marks its field boundaries. These also serve as the structural foundations of its constitutional element (a basic set of presumptive and supreme organizing principles
The masses are illogical, they make use of logical ideas only as trappings. What they're really guided by is simply and solely suggestion. ' 106 Where the state held something closer to a monopoly of power within a territory, legal instrumentalism was possible and management was straightforward. 'If you give me the newspapers, the wireless, the cinema industry, and perhaps a few other means of influencing public opinion, I undertake inside a few years (…) to turn everyone into cannibals.' Musil, The Man Without Qualities, ibid, III:420. For global law, management in the context of fracture, fluidity, permeability and polycentricity now turns the methods of legal instrumentalism into the battlefields for allegiance and legitimacy. and rules),107 its substantive element (implementing the constituted system),108 and its process element (rules for the development of substantive rules and dispute resolution). 109 From that systematization one can derive a method of theorizing the emerging framework of the unity of disunity in governance, in which law and governance systems multiply within a discernable internal logic, while the objects of regulation remain constant. While traditional law starts with the state and traces its relationship with the governed; global law starts with the governed and traces their relationship with and effects on governance organs.
Global law thus embraces the nature of governance as commodity. The rest follows. I have posited in place of archê and telos, an ordering framework in the fundamental character of which embraces an-archê and nihilism, the former in its anti-hierarchical sense, and the latter in its sense of lack of objective.
Nihilism as a psychological state has yet a third and last form. Given these two insights, that becoming has no goal and that underneath all becoming there is a no grand unity in which the individual could immerse himself completely as in an element of supreme value, an escape remains: to pass sentence on this whole world of becoming as a deception and to invent a world beyond it, a true world. 110 Global law has no order to it; it has no object, it has no law about it. Global law amalgamates orders, objectives and governance. It is less a model derived from the ideology of the law-state and hierarchies of law than a system of systems, teeming with sub-systems, each autonomous, fluid, and permeable, existing side by side and stacked in a constantly changing governance universe, the parameters of which are discernable only in the wake
